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REMARKS 

\ piiv n I k-v t k [ iu' his ui sid lation of the application. Claims 1-9 and 
1 "-i a?e p v ndmg i i rpph atnn ( lasm-> t 0 1 4 \\u previously cancelled. 

Claim Objection 

The Examiner objected to claim 1 5 because of informalities and suggested amending the 
claim to better define the method step. Applicant has amended claim 1 5 accordingly. In 
addition, me h \a , nmo r slates mat since the suggested amendment encompasses nuie than a mere 
spelling or grammatical change, a supplemental oath/declaration is required. However, a 
suoplementai reissue oath/aeclaranon needs to be submitted only where an error has been 
corrected jf'd the >. "> or n'a\ not iJennfieil in the original /vmm Oi<th J( i !(0'au< >i\ > 1PH 4 
$14 '4.0' m this case, the errm was ahead} identified in the reissiK declaration suhm'tted with 
ihe amendment '* ed i«n Pecembcr 9, 2002. ,Ve. e g.. Statement of I e \is M Wimer, 
paragraphs 2 and 3 ("|ojne way this may be accomplished is by providing one or more support 
surfves .. thai ,v/;r>r roiaturi or iJu nhjeci - fe< f (emphasis added), '"the purp^sv of this step 
is to y\ime ro!;;;:r^ of?>ie snbo. ci <« A emphasis added)}, fhe amendmem to c,aim 1 5 made 
herein does not substantively change the scope of the claim language front that suormtted with 
the December 9. 2 002 amendment. Accordingly, the reissue declaration submitted in this 
application already identities the error and a new supplemental declaration should not necessary. 
Applicant respectfully requests that the objection be withdrawn. 

Speciticalion Objection 

'i he bxamiiu r injected to the disclosure because the .series identifier .'or dv application 
numbers ^ere not included. Applicant has amended the disclosure according!} Fxaminei at^; 
obiected to the disclosure because the attorney docket number rather than the proper serial 
number and status of the application was used in lines 7-8. Applicant has removed this 
pje\ -ousls adJeJ ; urgitaj:i. „ making ihe objection moot. 
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35 U.S.C. § 103 

The Examiner rejected claim 4 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. 
Patent No. 4,416,293 issued to Anderson et al. ("Anderson'*) in view of U.S. Patent No. 
3.894,437 issued to Hagy et ai. ("'Hagy''). Amended independent claim 4 is directed to a device 
for determining the extent of a subject's independent ability to maintain a position in equilibrium. 
The device includes, among other things, perturbing means for disturbing the subject's position 
in equilibrium, the perturbing means having support means, each support means independently 
movable with respect to one another and 'linearly along a horizontal axis, for supporting a subject 
in equilibrium and analyzing means for determining at least one of the order or distributional 
relationship of such contractile activity. 

Anderson is directed to a method for recording data concerning the gait of a patient in 
connection with pediatric matters. The method includes, among other things, recording the 
movement of the patient upon a treadmill. See, e.g., abstract. Anderson does nor disclose, teach 
or suggest support means independently movable with respect to one another. In addition, as the 
Examiner admits, Anderson does not disclose, teach or suggest analyzing means for determining 
at least one of the order or distributional relationship of such contractile activity. Instead, the 
Examiner claims that Hagy discloses an analyzing means "for determining at least one of the 
order or distributional relationship of such contractile activity'' and that it would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to modify the device as disclosed by Anderson to 
include an analyzing means as taught by llagy in order to analyze certain elements of the gait of 
a walking subject. Office action dated August 8, 2006 at 4. Applicant respectfully disagrees. 

First, Hagy does not disclose, teach or suggest "analyzing means for determining at least 
one of the order or distributional relationship of the degree of muscle contractile activity" as 
required by claim 4. Rather, Hagy discloses that electromyographic data from sensors, in 
conjunction with motion pictures, may be provided to electronic devices for analysis in order to 
analyze certain elements of the gait of a walking subject. See, e.g., col. 3, lines 40-50. There is 
no disclosure, teaching or suggestion in Hagy related to determining the order or distributional 
relationship of such muscle contractile activity. Second, there is no suggestion or motivation to 
combine the references as suggested by the Examiner. Anderson teaches a subject moving upon 
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a moving treadmill, while Hagy teaches a subject walking over a fixed, rigid force plate. Lastly, 
both Anderson and Hagy are directed to gait analysis and are not related to posture and 
equilibrium movement coordination and analysis, such as disclosed and claimed in the present 
application. 

Therefore, neither Anderson nor Hagy, alone or in combination, disclose, teach, or 
suggest, "support means independently movable with respect to one another and linearly along a 
horizontal axis" for supporting a subject in equilibrium or "analyzing means for determining at 
least one of the order or distributional relationship of such contractile activity" as required by 
claim 4. Accordingly, claim 4 is patentable in light of the cited prior art, either alone or in 
combination, for at least the reasons cited above. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

The Examiner indicated that claims 1 -3, 5, 7-9 and 1 5 are allowable. The Examiner 
o^jakdtt cn m <- u-m^dcpu tent upon x 'eutted base dam b r mdu ta t oik x 
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CON CL USION 
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